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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in regards to the Amendment and Response received on 22 December 
2003. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 11, 12, 16-19-21, 27, 28, 30, 31 and 35-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Farber et al. (Farber), U.S. Patent No. 6,185,598 in view of 
Krishan, U.S. Patent No. 6,115,755. 

4. Regarding claim 1, Farber discloses the invention substantially. Farber discloses an 
interface device operatively coupled to an internal bus of an origin server, a method for 
managing connections between at least one client and said origin server [see Farber, Col. 8, lines 
47-67], said method comprising the steps of: establishing a network connection with one of said 
clients via a network [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 1-26]; receiving a communication from said client 
via said network connection [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 46-67 and Col. 8, lines 1-67]; establishing 
a bus connection with said origin server [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 3-67 and Col. 8, lines 1-67]; 
and forwarding said client communication to said origin server via bus connection [see Farber, 
Col. 7, lines 36-67 and Col. 8, lines 1-67]. However, Farber does not explicitly disclose via an 
internal bus of said server. 
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5. In the same field of endeavor, Krishan discloses (e.g., proxy server software to router 
traffic). Krishan discloses via an internal bus of said server [see Krishan, Col. 6, lines 36-55]. 

6. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at 
the time the invention was made to have incorporated Krishan 5 s teachings of proxy server 
software in routing traffic with the teachings of Farber, for the purpose of providing proxy 
software to route traffic and to allow several computers to connect to the same network card [see 
Krishan, Col. 3, lines 25-40], and thus Farber does provide motivation to combine by stating the 
reflector (reverse proxy), to either be co-located on a particular server are to be used as a plug-in 
[see Farber, Col. 5, lines 30-34] for example the one used within Krishan. By this rationale claim 
1 is rejected. 

7. Regarding claim 2, Farber-Krishan further discloses wherein said step of receiving a 
communication from said client includes storing said communication in a buffer (Farber teaches 
that requests are mirrored (stored) at the reflector), [see Farber, Col. 9, lines 32-36]. By this 
rationale claim 2 is rejected. 

8. Regarding claim 8, Farber-Krishan further discloses receiving a response to said client 
communication from said server via said bus connection [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 37-67]; and 
forwarding said response to said client via said network connection [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 25- 
26]. By this rationale claim 8 is rejected. 

9. Regarding claim 9, Farber-Krishan discloses wherein said step of receiving said response 
from said server includes storing said response in a buffer [see Farber, Col. 9, lines 32-36]. By 
this rationale claim 9 is rejected. 
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10. Regarding claim 11, Farber-Krishan further discloses wherein said client communication 
includes an HTTP request [see Farber, Col. 4, lines 13-64]. By this rationale claim 11 is 
rejected. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 12, Farber-Krishan further discloses said response from said server 
includes an HTML page [see Farber, Col 8, lines 54-67]. By this rationale claim 12 is rejected. 

12. Regarding claim 16, Farber-Krishan discloses performing a security operation on said 
client communication prior to forwarding said client communication to said server [see Farber, 
Col. 23, lines 36-47]. By this rationale claim 16 is rejected. 

13. Regarding claim 17, Farber-Krishan further discloses wherein: said step of receiving said 
client communication includes discerning an application identifier from said client 
communication [see Farber, Col. 7, lines -2-67] ; and said step of forwarding said client 
communication to said server includes invoking one of a plurality of proxy applications based on 
said application identifier (Farber teaches that the requests that is intended for the origin server is 
intercepted by the reflector, which engages the reflector to be utilized as a reverse proxy server), 
[see Farber, Col. 35-67 and Col. 8, lines 1-67]. By this rationale claim 17 is rejected. 

14. Regarding claim 18, Farber-Krishan further discloses wherein said application identifier 
is the connection port number [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 36-67]. By this rationale claim 18 is 
rejected. 

15. Regarding claim 19, Farber-Krishan further discloses wherein said step of receiving said 
client communication includes receiving at least a portion of an HTTP request [see Farber, Col. 
4, lines 13-64]. By this rationale claim 19 is rejected. 
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16. Claims 20, 21, 27, 28, 30, 31, 35-38 are directed to elements implementing the method of 
claims 1-19. As stated above, Farber-Krishan teaches the method of claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 11, 12, 16- 
19. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time the 
invention was made for Krishan to teach the elements for implementing the method of claims 1, 
2, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, 16-19 as set forth in claims 20, 21, 27, 28, 30, 31, 35-38. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

17. Claims 3-7, 10, 13-15, 22-26 and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Farber-Krishan as applied to claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, 16-19-21, 27, 28, 30, 31 
and 35-38 above, and further in view of Cohen et al. (Cohen), U.S. Patent No. 6,389,462. 

18. Regarding claim 3, Farber-Krishan discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
However, Farber-Krishan do not explicitly discloses wherein said step of storing-said 
communication in a buffer includes accumulating one or more separate transmissions from said 
client in said buffer. 

19. In the same field of endeavor, Cohen discloses (e.g., method and apparatus for 
transparently directing requests for web objects to proxy caches). Cohen discloses wherein said 
step of storing said communication in a buffer includes accumulating one or more separate 
transmissions from said client in said buffer [see Cohen, Col. 5, lines 17-32]. 

20. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at 
the time the invention was made to have incorporated Cohen's teachings of a method and 
apparatus for transparently directing requests for web objects to proxy caches with the teachings 
of Farber-Krishan, for the purposes of persistence to the same origin sever to which a client 
browse is directed to [see Cohen, Col. 5, lines 1-7]. By this rationale claim 3 is rejected. 
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21 . Regarding claim 4, Farber-Krishan and Cohen discloses wherein said step of establishing 
a bus connection with server includes waiting until a complete client request is accumulated in 
said buffer before establishing said bus connection with said server [see Cohen, Col. 6, lines 22- 
46]. The same motivation that was used to combine Farber-Krishan and Cohen in claim 3 
applies equally as well to claim 4. By this rationale claim 4 is rejected. 

22. Regarding claim 5, Farber-Krishan and Cohen discloses receiving a response to said 
client communication from said server via said bus connection [see Farber, Col. 7, lines 3-67 and 
Col. 8, lines 1-67]; and forwarding said response to said client via said network connection [see 
Farber, Col. 7, lines 25-26]. By this rationale claim 5 is rejected. 

23. Regarding claim 6, Farber-Krishan and Cohen further discloses wherein said step of 
receiving said response from said sewer includes storing said response in a buffer [see Farber, 
Col. 9, lines 32-36]. By this rationale claim 6 is rejected. 

24. Regarding claim 7, Farber-Krishan and Cohen further discloses wherein said step of 
receiving said response from said server includes terminating said bus connection after said 
response is received [see Cohen, Col. 14, lines 20-67]. The same motivation that was used to 
combine Farber-Krishan and Cohen in claims 3 and 4 applies equally as well to claim 7. By this 
rationale claim 7 is rejected. 

25. Regarding claim 10, Farber-Krishan and Cohen further discloses wherein said step of 
receiving said response from said server includes terminating said bus connection after said 
response is received (Cohen teaches persistent connections), [see rejection of claim 7, supra]. By 
this rationale claim 10 is rejected. 
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26. Regarding claim 13, Farber-Krishan and Cohen further discloses wherein said step of 
establishing a network connection with a client includes establishing a separate network 
connection with each of a plurality of clients via said network [see Cohen, Col. 5, lines 1-7]. By 
this rationale claim 13 is rejected. 

27. Regarding claim 14, Farber-Krishan and Cohen further discloses wherein said step of 
establishing said bus connection with said server includes establishing a plurality of connections 
with said server via said internal bus of said server [see Farber, Col. 1 1, lines 59-67, Col. 12, 
lines 1-67 and Col. 13, lines 1-52]. By this rationale claim 14 is rejected. 

28. Regarding claim 15, Farber-Krishan and Cohen discloses further discloses wherein the 
maximum number of simultaneous client connections exceeds the maximum number of 
simultaneous server -connections [see Farber, -Col. 9, lines 25-39]. By this rationale claim 15 is - 
rejected. 

29. Claims 22-26, 32-34 are directed to elements implementing the method of claims 3-7, 10 
and 13-15. As stated above, Farber-Krishan and Cohen teaches the method of claims 3-7,10 and 
13-15. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time the 
invention was made for Farber-Krishan and Cohen to teach the elements for implementing the 
method of claims 3-7, 10 and 13-15 as set forth in claims 22-26 and 32-34. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

30. Claims 39-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krishan, 
U.S. Patent No. 6,1 15,755 in view of Farber et al. (Farber), U.S. Patent No. 6,185,598. 
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3 1 . Regarding claim 39, Krishan discloses an adapter card for operatively coupling to an 
internal bus of an origin server for managing origin server communication with a network, said 
adapter card comprising: a network controller for communicating with clients on said network 
(item 49); a memory device for storing data and code [see Krishan, Col. 8, lines 33-52], said 
code including a proxy application [see Krishan, Col. 5, lines 60-67] a processing unit (item 62) 
coupled to said memory device for executing said code [see Krishan, Col. 8, lines 33-54]; and a 
protocol adapter coupled to said processing unit, and adapted to couple to said internal bus, for 
communicating with said server [see Krishan, Col. 5, lines 40-67 and Col. 6, lines 1-67]. 
However, Krishan does not explicitly disclose that the proxy application is a reverse proxy 
application. 

32. In the same field of endeavor^ Farber discloses (e.g., optimized network resource 
location). Farber discloses a proxy application is a reverse proxy application [see Farber, Col. 8, 
lines 50-67]. 

33. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at 
time the invention was made to have incorporated Farber' s teachings of a optimized network 
resource location with the teachings of Krishan, for the purpose of providing a better way for 
servers in a computer network to off-load their processing requests for selected resources by 
determining a different server to process those request as well as to server a request locally by 
utilizing reflector as a reverse proxy. By doing so, this would further improve network 
performance through the use of a reverse proxy cache [see Farber, Col. 2, lines 26-60 and Col. 8, 
lines 54-67]. Farber provides motivation to combine with Krishan, by stating that the reflector 
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may be co-located or may even be used as a plug-in as taught by Krishan [see Farber, Col. 5, 
lines 30-34]. By this rationale claim 39 is rejected. 

34. Claims 40-47 are directed to elements implementing the adapter card of claim 39. As 
stated above, Krishan teaches the adapter card of claim 39. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the networking art at the time the invention was made for Krishan to teach the 
elements of implementing the adapter card of claim 39 as set forth in claims 40-47. 

Double Patenting (Obviousness) 

35. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970); and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must flilly comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 



Application/Control Number: 09/405,608 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2143 

36. Claim 1 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 and 15 of U.S. Patent No. 6,308,238. Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because. 

The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the patent and is 
covered by the patent since the patent and the application are claiming common subject matter, 
as follows: 



U.S. Patent No. 6,308,238 


Instant Application: 09/405,608 


1 . In an interface device operatively 
coupled to an internal bus of an origin 
server, a method for managing connections 
between at least one client and said origin 
server, via said interface device, said 
method comprising: 


L In an interface device operatively 
coupled to an internal bus of an origin 
server, a method for managing connections 
between at least one client and said origin 
server, said method comprising the steps 
of: 


establishing a network connection with one 
of said clients via a network; 


establishing a network connection with one 
of said clients via a network; 


Receiving a communication from said 
client via said network connection; 


receiving a communication from said client 
via said network connection; 


establishing a bus connection with said 
origin server via an internal bus of said 
server; and 


establishing a bus connection with said 
server via an internal bus of said server; 
and 


forwarding said data request to said origin 
server via said bus connection. 


Forwarding said client communication to 
said server via said bus connection. 
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Claim 1 of the application is generic to the species of invention covered by claims 1 and 15 of 
the patent. In that, the generic invention is "anticipated" by the species of the patented invention. 
See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Thus, since anticipation 
is the epitome of obviousness, the claim of instant application 09/738,054 is obvious over the 
claim of U.S. Patent No. 6,308,238. 



37. Claim 39 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting over claims 
43 and 49 of U. S. Patent No. 6,308,238 since the claims, if allowed, would improperly extend 
the "right to exclude" already granted in the patent. 

The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the patent and is 
covered by the patent since the patent and the application are claiming common subject matter, 
as follows: 



U.S. Patent No. 6,308,238 


Instant Application: 09/405,608 


43. An adapter card for operatively 
coupling to an internal bus of an origin 
server for managing origin server 
communication with a network, said 
adapter card comprising: 


39. An adapter card for operatively 
coupling to an internal bus of an origin 
server for managing origin communication 
with a network, said adapter card 
comprising: 


A network controller for communicating 
with clients on said network; 


A network controller for communicating 
with clients on said network; 


A memory device for storing data and 


A memory device for storing data and 
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code, and said code including a reverse 
proxy application; 


code, said code including a reverse proxy 
application; 


A processing unit coupled to said memory 
device for executing aid code; and 


A processing unit coupled to said memory 
device for executing said code; and 


A protocol adapter coupled to said 
processing unit, and adapted to couple to 
said internal bus, for communicating with 
said origin server. 


A protocol adapter coupled to said 
processing unit, and adapted to couple to 
said internal bus of said origin server, for 
communicating with said origin server. 



Claim 39 of the application is generic to the species of invention covered claims 43 and 49 of the 
patent. In that, the generic invention is "anticipated" by the species of the patented invention. 
See vln re Goodman, 11 F 3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Thus, since anticipation 
is the epitome of obviousness, the claim of instant application 09/738,054 is obvious over the 
claim of U.S. Patent No. 6,308,238. 

Response to Arguments 
38. Applicant's arguments filed on 08 April 2003 have been carefully considered but they are 
not deemed fully persuasive. However, because there exists the likelihood of future presentation 
of this argument, the Examiner thinks that it is prudent to address applicants' main points of 
contention. Applicant's arguments include: 

a. Applicant request withdrawal of claim objections based upon amended language. 

b. Applicant argues that there is no motivation to combine the references. 

c. Applicant argues that the reasons made for the Double Patenting Rejection is 
insufficient. 
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39. As to "Point A", Applicant's request for the withdrawal of the claim objection has been 
considered and thus based upon the amended to the claim the rejection is withdrawn. 

40. As to "Point B", Applicant argues that there is no motivation to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Farber looking to ease the heavy traffic burden and the increase strain on 
Internet web sites brought on by increasing bandwidth needs, dynamic load changes would have 
looked to Krishan that provides simultaneous connections to the Internet through one connection 

41. As to "Point C", Applicant argues that the reasons made for the double patenting 
rejection is insufficient. It is the position of the Examiner that the test for double patenting is if 
the claims of this application "literally infringe" on those of the patented claims. Since these 
claims of the application are generic invention is "anticipated" by the patented invention. Thus, 
the Double Patenting rejection is maintained. 

42. Again, it is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention in 
manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. As it is Applicant's right to continue to claim as 
broadly as possible their invention. It is also the Examiner's right to continue to interpret the 
claim language as broadly as possible. It is the Examiner's position that the detailed 
functionality that allows for Applicant's invention to overcome the prior art used in the rejection, 
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fails to differentiate in detail how these features are unique [see Applicant's specification, pages 
6-9]. As it is extremely well known in the networking art as already shown by Farber, Krishan 
and Cohen as well as other prior arts of records disclosed, to establish a network connection with 
one of said clients via a network . . . establishing a bus connection with said origin server via an 
internal bus of said origin server as well as other claimed features of Applicant's invention. 
Thus, it is clear that Applicant must submit amendments to the claims in order to distinguish 
over the prior art use in the rejection that discloses different features of Applicant's claim 
invention. It is requested that Applicant state in more detail the bus connection as well as how 
request are accumulated. In addition to waiting for complete responses are accumulated within 
the buffer. 

43. Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and supply 
arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends broad 
interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims with scope 
parallel to the Applicant in the response, and reiterates the need for the Applicant to more clearly 
and distinctly, define the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

44. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William C. Vaughn, Jr. whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
9129. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-6:00, 1st and 2nd Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (703) 308-5221. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




William C. Vaughn, Jr 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 
04 March 2004 





